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QUTLINE OF VERIFICATION POLICY OPTIONS ' ‘

-~ TASK Il --

v General-- The paper will sumnmarize our problems
‘and pollcy options relating to verlification. The
general subject of national means of verification will
be addressed as well as selective direct observation
. (8DO) and potential "forms of comperation" that may be
- used to improve our monitorimy capability. The paper
will include 1) definition of the term "national means of
verification" 2) the sensitivity of various collection
systems and their relationship to estimating the status
of Soviet capabilities, 3) US appreciation of Soviet
- Collection and analysis of information on US systems,
4} the relationship between collection agsurance and
the type of SALT agreement that may be reliably monitored,
5) policy to date involving SALT discussion of “national
means" and 6) policy issues to be resnlved. Some expan-
slon of thkese headings follows:

-

1. Means of Verification - national and
cooperakive.

, 1his section would cover the meaning of ¥
general term "national means”, i.e. the type
- of technical collection systems now in use.

- It would then explain the formg of collection
" ‘that could expand their capability, includ- - . S
ing srrangements on testing and the continua-
tion of the usual naticnal procedures in

- weapons development. Lastly, the section
:iuld introduce the subject of on-site inspec-
on,

2. 4Sensitivity of U.S. Collection Systems

. A review of sabstantive team reporting 1.
to date stresses the generally high degree ]
- of sensitivity of our 4echnical collectien
Systews, This section will state the
necessity of maintaining our capabilities in
this area., Consegquently in any subsequent US=-
-Soviet bi-~latersl discussions, where agrzement
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may -or may hot be reached, revelations regard-
ing US technical collecting capabilities would
have to be extremely guarded. Examples of -
sensitivity will be provided. [ :
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3. Soviet Capabilities for Technical Collection
and Evaluation

. Relatively little is known of actual Soviet
capabilitims against the US in the %echnical
collection and evaluation field. Preliminary
avaluation suggests, however, that Soviet capabi-
lity and methodology are much less sophisticate
than those of the U.S. The “system components”

- issue raised at Relsinki-and consequent negative
Soviet reaction-tend to support this view. A

-more detailed assessment of Soviet limitations
in this area could considerably facilitate

. further bi-lateral discussions on technical veri-

- fication means. It would provide the US with a
better "feel"” for what and how much we might re-
veal with regard to our own capability and metho-
dology. More work is needed in this area before
definitive conclusions can be drawn. Tentatively,
the paper will hold that the Soviets would proba-
bly be amazed at the sophistication of US :
technical analysis. 3
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4. Collection assurance and SALT agreements

. It should be r=alized that definite interre- !
-lationships exist between continued collection of
technical data and the type of SALT agreements
- that can be reliably monitored. The guarantee S
of information from photographic satellites, ,
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for example, would suppoft a quantitative
agreement, wtille a guarantee of telemetry

data would be required to support agreenents
involving gqualitative aspects of weapons
systems. This section would delve into this
relationship and discuss the issue of collec-
~ tion assurance as it relates to the collateral
20nstrainta developed by the verification

eans.

S« US Policy Concerning verification

- Current U.S. Policy on SALT verification
is outlined in ACDA Memorandum TCS 38637-69,
dated 21 May 1969, entitled "Strategic Missile
Talkg: Related Aspects of Satellite Reconnais-
gance Disclosure Policy.®™ This document proposes
three alternative approaches the US might take
in regard to the problem of verification ranging
from exclusive reliance on national means to se-
lective direct observation (SDO). Guidance to
the Helsinki delegation was non-commital in this
area .and specific policy has not been determ@ned.
In any bi-lateral agresement involving exclusively
~national means of verification there is a require-
- ment for an understanding that neither side inter-
fere significantly with the others verification
- capability. Such an agreement could be spelle@
ovt formally or be subject to tacit understanding
by both sides. Examination of the existing US-
USSR nuclear testing treaty might provide addi-
tional guidance as to how best to handle this
 possible verification interference problem.

6. <Verification Policy Imsaes

A number of key issues emerge with regard to
future US policy on verification., Among these
" may be incliunded the following:

- =-~How extensive need our future discussions
with the Soviets be in order to obtain _ !
sufficient assurance that our various ~
collection systems will be allowed to re-
liahly monitor Soviet compliance.

—-Are there forms of verification cooperation,
in which the US should engage while at the
same time assuring our own national mezans of
verification?

- o ol
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-=-Should we push any further on the subject
of on~site inspection.

--Does the sensitivity of our “"national means® ’l
preclude discussivns of some issues with .
the Soviets. t

--Can we accept SALT agreements that involve
qualitative aspects of weapons systems
without understanding on the non-interference .
with our means to monitor that type of agree- i
ment. At risk is the loss of all data on : |
Soviet weapons developments if the Soviets 1
discuss and then do not agree. '

--At what stage in the talks should we raise
the issue of non-interference with national
means."

-=-5hould we press for a formal or tacxt
~understanding.

!
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